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Abstract: In this paper, we propose a privacy-preserving i-voting system based on the public Stellar
Blockchain network. We argue that the proposed system satisfies all requirements stated for a robust
i-voting system including transparency, verifiability, and voter anonymity. The practical architecture
of the system abstracts a voter from blockchain technology used underneath. To keep user privacy,
we propose a privacy-first protocol that protects voter anonymity. Additionally, high throughput
and low transaction fees allow handling large scale voting at low costs. As a result we built an
open-source, cheap, and secure system for i-voting that uses public blockchain, where everyone can
participate and verify the election process without the need to trust a central authority. The main
contribution to the field is a method based on a blind signature used to construct reliable voting
protocol. The proposed method fulfills all requirements defined for i-voting systems, which is
challenging to achieve altogether.
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1. Introduction
Modern democracy requires effective tools to allow citizens to interact with a government. One of
the key elements of democracy is elections. Despite the rapid development of e-government services,
this fundamental element of democracy is still not prevalent. Not many societies have successfully
deployed e-voting systems. Switzerland and Estonia are examples of countries that successfully
introduce alternative ways to traditional voting, especially with the usage of the Internet (i-voting).
However, these are minor cases. The reasons for slow progress in the introduction of modern tools
for democracy can be of a different sort, but the technology behind is still developing and cover
wider areas of the functionality. This topic is also being researched for many years, especially in
domains such as cryptography, which is an inevitable part of system security. Resistance to introducing
digital solutions into the voting process lies––among others––in a lack of confidence in the technology.
However, when credible systems that guarantee the proper use of electronic money already exists,
the lack of trust in voting systems seems unreasonable, especially that they face similar problems.
In connection with the technological maturity of digital money, in our approach, we used blockchain
infrastructure to build an internet voting system meeting the requirements of voting systems.
Each robust voting system, either traditional or digital, should satisfy obligatory requirements.
Depending on source [1–6], the set of requirements may vary, but most of them intersects on
following requirements:
• Immutability: No one can change the vote after it was made.
• Verifiability: Everyone should be able to verify if his or her vote has been counted correctly.
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• Scalability: The system should be able to handle large scale elections, both in terms of votes per
second and voting costs.
• Authorization: Only authorized voters can vote, and no one can vote more than once.
• Privacy: Relation between voter and his vote must be kept in secret. Each voter must be sure
about its vote privacy.
• Coercion resistance: It should be illegal to sell or exchange votes.
• Fairness: No partial results are available until the end of the election.
After deeper investigation, it becomes clear that those requirements are hard to satisfy all together.
Authorization require prior authentication, which stays in conflict with anonymity. To solve that
problem, many systems (including our proposal) split the process of casting a vote into several
stages, for example, Ques-Chain [7] uses setup stage, sign stage, and vote stage; Helios [8] uses ballot
preparation and ballot casting stages. This split allows us to achieve each requirement in isolation.
Especially the authentication can be performed in one stage, while the authorization and casting
a vote in the other. Between the stages, the system can "forget" about the previous state by using
mix-nets or blind signatures. Even though a user is authenticated, the act of casting a vote becomes
anonymous, therefore achieving the privacy requirement. We present different methods of achieving
privacy in Section 3.4.
This paper proposes a system that satisfies the outlined requirements. Moreover, it brings into
i-voting systems the following contributions:
• It describes the i-voting system based on the Stellar blockchain network and its limited smart
contract capabilities.
• It describes the practical aspect of blockchain i-voting where a user is completely abstracted from
blockchain technology used underneath; thus, no knowledge of wallets and key pairs are needed.
• It describes the implementation of a blind signature over ed25519 to achieve voter privacy.
• It describes a method of weighted votes, based on, e.g., company shares.
Stellar is an open blockchain network based on a trust model with open membership. Its native
cryptocurrency, Lumen (XLM), is a top ten cryptocurrency in market capitalization. Stellar uniqueness
comes from its consensus protocol called Federated Byzantine Agreement (FBA) [9], which is an open
membership variant of Byzantine Agreement. The security of the system is achieved by nodes forming
a network of trust. In contrast to proof-of-work based consensus algorithms, SCP finalizes transactions
in a matter of seconds and is secure against adversaries with vast computational power. Although
Stellar does not offer smart contracts in the Turing-completeness sense, it allows creating complex
transactions that represent some subset of simple smart contracts. In the following sections, we present
the smart contract used in the i-voting protocol.
The paper is constructed as follows. The next section discusses the differences between public
and private blockchains and describes current solutions that employ blockchain technology for voting
implementation. As Stellar uses a unique consensus protocol, that is a key element of that type
of distributed systems, we describe its approach from the perspective of other blockchain systems.
Then in Section 3, we propose our method that uses the Stellar blockchain for implementation i-voting
system and is composed of key elements described in subsections: ballot encoding and vote encryption,
as well as the blind signature method for achieving voter anonymity. In the results (Section 4) we
discuss issues related to the scalability and cost of voting on the blockchain. Finally, we propose a
fully decentralized blockchain application based on a reliable voting protocol. We conclude with open
issues discussion and future works.
2. Blockchain Technology for I-Voting
Blockchain, as decentralized and a distributed ledger that stores transactions in a way they
are open to everyone and resistant to fraud, has been introduced by Satoshi Nakamoto in the
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Bitcoin Whitepaper [10]. Initially, it offered one simple application––a ledger for transferring Bitcoin
cryptocurrency. Blockchain technology provides two vital properties that are highly desirable in
applications like i-voting. Immutability ensures that no one can modify the data once written into
a blockchain, and Transparency allows everyone to validate its correctness. In the case of voting,
it allows each participant to calculate voting results on its own without relying on results computed by
organizers. In consequence, one can distrust organizers while trust voting results.
Five years after Bitcoin has been published, Vitalik Buterin proposed an extension of this idea
by allowing to process not only transactions but also so-called smart contracts, which are, in fact,
scripts executed on the Ethereum platform [11] by all participating nodes. That nodes use blockchain
as persistent storage for keeping smart contracts’ source code and global state. This innovation
allowed to create domain-specific actions on top of the Ethereum blockchain, leveraging already
existing infrastructure.
Currently, the most popular application of smart contracts is token issuance. Those tokens can
represent any arbitrary asset either in the virtual or physical world. For example, one can create tokens
for funding his startup; hence token represent company shares. This pattern is called ICO (Initial Coin
Offering), alluding to IPO (Initial Public Offering). Another use case is to issue tokens backed by a
physical asset like national currency, bypassing slow and expensive international transfers and taxes
from exchanging cryptocurrencies with national currencies. This pattern is called Stable Coin.
There are many other token applications, particularly vote token, where token represents a
ballot paper. Transferring such token to a ballot-box account can represent an act of casting a vote.
The number of tokens can be limited to the number of eligible voters, so no more ballots than eligible
users can be ever issued. Such a token (ballot) can be published to any node in a decentralized network.
And since the blockchain is transparent, everyone can audit and compute the results on its own.public
vs. private blockchain.
Blockchain technology has become popular mainly because of its openness, neutrality,
censorship-resistant, and permissionless. We can think of open blockchains as a pure democracy, where
developers are legislators, miners are deputy, and users are electoral. All parties incentives themselves
to act honestly. If developers (legislators) do not do their best to improve the ecosystem, miners
and users will choose different, better blockchains. If miners start to form cartel, censor transactions,
or approve illegal transactions, users will stop using this blockchain. If users stop using the blockchain,
the whole project collapses; thus, developers and miners lose their job. This perfect equilibrium makes
public blockchains great. Everything is strengthened by the fact that each of them holds some shares
in the project in the form of cryptocurrency, so the gains and losses are tangible.
Things change significantly when we strip blockchain from being public––the most fundamental
property. Private Blockchains are just immutable, integral, distributed database. It must be admitted
that private blockchains have many advantages, they can handle higher transaction throughput, do not
require costly mining, are asymptotic resistant (asymptotic resistant means that the node consisting of
large computational resources does not gain any advantages in the network, especially can not proceed
51% attack, that is possible in PoW protocols) and are easier to manage. On the other hand, private
blockchains are not as transparent as public ones; their security model is based on trust in institutions,
whereas open blockchains security is based on game theory and market forces. A public blockchain is
a decentralized, trusted third party. That is why we believe that solutions based on public blockchains
are superior to the private ones.
2.1. Blockchain Based I-Voting Systems
Recently (8 September 2019), Moscow decided to test the i-voting system based on Ethereum
blockchain for their local Parliament elections [12]. To ensure the transparency of the election procedure,
the source code has been provided publicly (https://github.com/moscow-technologies/blockchain-
voting). In the solution, the blockchain has been used to store votes—one transaction per vote.
The voting procedure required the registration of voters. To do this the voter had to fill in account
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details with personal information and later come to the office to confirm their identity. The voting
process has been based on a unique link shared with the voter. To get it, the voter had to provide code
that was sent via SMS. It was possible to vote only for 15 min. If the voter had not made his selection,
the ballot expired. Votes were added to the blockchain with a random delay, making it more difficult
to discover voter’s identity.
To achieve user anonymity during the voting process, a single-use key was created to sign
a transaction and destroyed after casting a vote. Thus no link between vote and voter exists.
Election fairness has been achieved by encrypting results during voting. Voters could verify if their
votes were cast correctly. After the end of the voting, any voter could join the blockchain network and
count the votes.
Unfortunately, the system had a problem with weak encryption [12]. The private key had 256 bits
that turned out to be too short and changed to 1024 bits before the election. After fixing this issue,
newly found security vulnerability could be used to count the number of votes cast for a candidate.
Despite this problem, the system should be evaluated as a success. The election gained a high number
of participants; 102,000 votes were cast, which was 90.8% of registered voters.
Polys [13] is an i-voting solution created by AO Kaspersky Lab. The solution was used in
the voting with 82,000 voters in Volgograd (Russia). It uses Shamir’s Secret Sharing to divide
the key needed to decrypt voting results. The anonymity of voters is warranted by the ElGamal
encryption system, which provides ZK-proof by the possibility to check the integrity of vote but
without information about the selected candidate. The number of votes for each candidate is calculated
based on the homomorphic multiplication property. Each candidate is annotated with some prime
number (≥2) and the final result is N = pxii · p
xi+1
i+1 · ... · p
xi+n
i+n , where pi is i-th prime number which
represent i-th candidate, xi is number of votes for i-th candidate and n is a number of candidates.
The process of calculating the number of votes for each candidate is accelerated by using Shank’s
algorithm. With four candidates, the process takes 0.22 s for 10 thousand voters and 1692 s for 1 million
voters. A user is represented by the token with the hash value created by KECCAK-256. The token
is saved in the smart contract. Each time user logs in, the system creates a new Ethereum account.
The user is authenticated based on an email address and a unique code.
Voatz [14] is a first voting app used in U.S. federal elections (Virginia, Denver, Oregon, Utah).
In the first step, the Voatz get a dataset with emails or phone numbers of voters. Each voter register
using the record from the dataset (email or phone number). Then, he gets a one-time password and
creates an 8-digit PIN. User identity is verified using a 3rd party app called Jumio. After login, the user
can view the elections and cast a vote. The mobile application connects with the server. Each time
the application starts, a process of handshaking is performed. The AES-GCM algorithm encrypts
communication between the app and server in addition to the TLS method. Voting in the application
is not secure and enables the man-in-the-middle attack. Before the vote is saved to the blockchain, it is
first sent to the server. Voatz uses Hyperledger Fabric blockchain based on 32 nodes with the Practical
Byzantine Fault Tolerance consensus algorithm. As mentioned in the paper [15], blockchain usage
may be realized only on the server application. The mobile application does not validate votes with
blockchain. The user gets an email confirmation after a successful vote, but the Voatz system does not
allow him to validate his vote.
TIVI [16] is another voting platform. The system was used in Chile (2015) in the Commune of
Maipú and by Utah Republican Party in 2016. There is a lack of information about the details of
the used algorithms. Based on the technical documentation, we can distinguish four phases of the
election process:
• Keys distribution;
• Casting a vote and creating a confirmation;
• Decryption of votes;
• Verification and audit of voting.
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Before starting an election, the system creates a pair of keys (public ek and private dk). The public
key is embedded in the client’s and server’s application, and the private key is distributed to the
trusted group of people. At the end of the election, the trusted group has to communicate to create the
one valid private key and decrypt the election’s results. Moreover, we also distinguish the certification
authority (CA), which creates an additional pair of keys (skCA, vkCA) and send the verification key
vkCA to the count server and the ballot-box server. Each voter has his own pair of keys (skVTR, vkVTR)
that are used to sign the vote. The pair is then confirmed by the CA. The generated keys skVS and
vkVS allow validating the confirmations generated by the Voting server. The vkVS is saved in the
client application to validate the message, and skVS is used to sign messages by the Verification server.
After the end of the election, all votes are shuffled using the mix-net. After decrypting votes, the results
are saved in the read-only bulletin board, and voters can check if his vote was correctly saved through
use receipt value R. The detailed description of the methods used by TIVI is described here [17].
The solution proposed by Tarasov et. al [18] focused on the usage of the ZCash protocol, which
improves the anonymity of voters with the ability to offer high transparency of the voting process.





In the registration phase, we need to provide all information needed to organize the voting
process, including information about eligible users. To identify users, the system uses the CHAP
authentication method with X.509 certificates and email addresses. After registration, the system
generates a temporary link for each voter. This link follows to the page where the user can obtain
the wallet with ZCash. Then, the user can generate a t-address and, after successful authorization,
gets access to the ballot page. In the last part of voting, the candidates send all tokens to the trusted
Coin Pool wallet using the generated t-address. The number of ZEC tokens in the trusted wallet should
be equal to the total issued ZECs. This simple scheme does not mitigate with the ability to break the
elections by the candidate with the smallest amount of ZEC. If that candidate does not send all ZECs
to the trusted Coin Pool, then we can not validate the election. Moreover, the presented model uses
public blockchain with the ZEC tokens that are available for everyone. In some cases, the candidates
may buy some amount of ZECs privately and send it to his wallet. Finally, the proposed mechanism
does not mitigate with a risk of 51% attack. The person or company that has 51% or more of the
blockchain network’s computation power may change the history of transactions in a blockchain.
Based on existing papers, we thought that it would be hard to achieve all three key features
at once: voting process transparency, the privacy of the voters, and a guarantee that the result was
calculated based on legally cast votes. In theory, it is possible, but only in a small-scale environment
where all voters know each other, and all voters will use the created solution. We call this problem
non-scalable blockchain-based voting systems.
Most papers are focused on the problem of how to achieve transparency and privacy of the voting
process. Many solutions as a base used the Ethereum blockchain, which leads to the problem with the
high cost of the elections or the low efficiency of the proposed architecture.
The first paradox of existing solutions is that most of them try to improve voters’ anonymity
on fully traceable and transparent blockchains. Additional cryptographic layers on top of already
complex blockchain infrastructure make the system hard to use by users with low IT competencies.
That way, they reduce the number of potential users of the solution, resulting in a higher potential
to manipulate voting results by organizers. We need a solution as simple as possible to increase the
number of potential users that can use it.
The second paradox concerns the inability to use blockchain voting systems on a large scale.
Trusted tokens distribution mechanisms, in conjunction with votes anonymization, makes it hard
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to verify if votes were issued only to eligible users. Despite the advanced cryptographic algorithms
and immutability of a blockchain, we should know that someone is organizing and monitoring a
voting process. A government’s units control all blockchain nodes, database with information of voters
(required to authentication), and distribute tokens required to vote. In most situations, only a small
proportion of voters participate, and not all of them use the electronic solution. This provides an easy
black-box attack in which the government distributes some part of tokens (10–20% depend on the
frequency and number of votes registered in the blockchain) to automated programs that send credible
votes. If a potential user does not have information about who can participate in voting, then the
organizers can add some virtual voters to the process. This leads to the second paradox in blockchain
voting––if we increase the privacy of a voting process (which is required), we cannot verify who voted,
and we cannot check the correctness of the results.
In the article, we focused on the challenging problem of a non-scalable blockchain-based
voting system.
In [19], authors summarize the requirements of the e-voting system. In one of the requirements,
the authors mentioned that privacy and the possibility to verify an individual vote provide some
restrictions. The user may only check if the ballot was correctly added to the registry but can not check
the selected candidate. The architecture of the proposed solution is very usual and is presented with
separate layers. The authors do not mention the used cryptographic algorithms. Privacy was achieved
by using the hash value computed on the ballot and writing only this value on the blockchain. The user
can verify if his ballot was registered in the blockchain using the hash value. It is unclear which data
are stored in the blockchain and how they summarize the results.
One more paper [20] in which authors proposed using the blockchain and shared-key algorithm
(Shamir). Ballots are encrypted using the Paillier algorithm, and to increase voters’ privacy, the authors
proposed usage of the Rabin protocol. The decentralized form proposed by the author is based only
on the blockchain architecture. In a real-scale environment, we have to use third-party servers or
government hardware. Finally, the proposed solution offers verifiability of ballots, which means we
could verify if a ballot was signed, encrypted, and registered correctly. This, once more, shows that
existing solutions are not ready to be used as a trusted voting system in mixed elections (paper and
electronic ballots) for all citizens of the country.
Author of the paper [21] describe why the blockchain voting is not secure and better than classical
votings. However, most of the problems mentioned in the paper are common for all electronic
systems; so if they are acceptable for on-line banking, digital government services, on-line certification;
they should also be acceptable for the i-voting system. The main problem mentioned in the paper
concerns the ability to penetrate the infrastructure, which is crucial if we relate this with the anonymity
of the voting process. Penetration may also be understood as surveillance of the network contrary to
the applicable rules.
2.2. Stellar Consensus Protocol
Blockchains, like all distributed systems, have to solve certain kinds of problems to work properly.
The core problem is how to reach consensus among all network participants, assuming that some
of them can fail-stop or even be Byzantine-faulty [22]. Classical vote-based consensus mechanisms
like Paxos [23,24], Raft [25] or PBFT [26] are not suitable for decentralized global scale systems. They do
not promote easy decentralization and often introduce a lot of network overhead. Bitcoin proof-of-work
consensus protocol initiated a new category of consensus mechanisms called Nakamoto Consensus,
in which the leader––capable of updating the ledger––is elected in the form of a lottery, where the
chance of winning is proportional to the amount of spent resources. In proof-of-work, this resource
is computational power, in proof-of-stake [27] it is staked cryptocurrency, in proof-of-burn [28] it is
burned cryptocurrency, in proof-of-importance [29] it is the reputation of the node. Continuously new
types of resources are being proposed as well as hybrids of them.
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Nodes are incentivized to honest behavior by the reward system and discouraged from cheating
by the punishment system.
Stellar Consensus Protocol (SCP) uses its unique Federated Byzantine Agreement (FBA) consensus
protocol that gives the best of both categories. It is a fast vote-based consensus protocol similar to
Practical Byzantine Fault Tolerance (PBFT), but instead of a static list of network participants, it allows
open membership. In SCP, all nodes select their trusted set of nodes called quorum slice. The quorum
slice may, and should, differ for each node. Transitive trust for all node’s quorum slice members forms a
quorum. There must be at least one node overlap for any two quorums to prevent network partitioning,
namely, the quorum-intersection requirement. In case of lack of quorum-intersection, the network halts
until it gets reconfigured by nodes’ administrators. When the nodes attend to agree on one version of
the ledger, they start the voting process inside their quorum, ultimately reaching consensus.
Furthermore, SCP does not introduce the concept of mining; therefore, the incentive of joining
the network as a validator is much smaller than joining as a miner, so the Stellar network is not as
decentralized as, e.g., Bitcoin or Ethereum. In the paper [30], the authors show that the whole Stellar
public network can stop if only two nodes controlled by Stellar Foundation fail. David Mazières,
who designed the SCP, addressed this issue [31], and claims that the problem was caused by network
misconfiguration rather than protocol flaw. Stellar solved this by introducing multiple improvements:
(1) validators managed by a single organization are grouped together so that no single organization
should be able to reach the consensus threshold alone (2) introducing node tiers (high, medium, low),
so that agreement among all low tier nodes equals one vote in medium node tier, and agreement among
all medium tier nodes equals one vote in high node tier (3) adding automatic quorum configuration,
which facilitates the process of choosing correct quorum slices [32] (4) adding quorum intersection
checker [33] for identifying misconfigurations. In the Figure 1.
Figure 1. Stellar public network structure. Source: https://stellarbeat.io.
We can see the Stellar public network graph. Nodes represent the validators (servers running
Stellar Core software), and edges represent their quorum slices. At the time of writing, the network
consists of 59 Node validators held by 18 organizations, most of them located in the USA, Europe,
and East Asia.
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According to FLP impossibility [34], all of those consensus protocols face the trilemma, where only
two of three properties can be achieved. Those properties are Fault tolerance, Safety, and Liveness.
Fault tolerance is defined as the ability to survive node failure. Most of the consensus protocols choose
this property as one of the three properties. The decision has to be made between Liveness and Safety.
Safety (also called Consistency) prevents a distributed system from partitioning, meaning that, if nodes
do not agree on a transaction, they will not split into two different ledgers with different states; instead,
they will rather wait until the conflict is resolved. Liveness, on the other hand, guarantees that the
system will never stop; it will always respond and accept new transactions. When the conflict occurs,
the system is split into two different states, and hopefully, at some point, one of them will be rejected,
bringing back the consistency.
Most of the Nakamoto Consensus protocols favor Liveness. Proof-of-Work (PoW) used in both
Bitcoin and Ethereum, allows a temporary split of the blockchain. The main issue comes with the
confirmation period. Although modifying and recalculating a large number of blocks is very hard, it is
possible, and the attack can be successfully performed [35]. Be absolutely sure if the chain in which
our transaction was included will not be rejected in favor of a longer forked chain. In practice, many
systems require some fixed number of confirmations (the number of confirmations is counted in a
length of blocks appended on top of a block including our transaction) to be made to trust a transaction.
Typically, for Bitcoin, 2–3 confirmations are required, where each confirmation takes on average 10 min
(20–30 in total). In Ethereum, the number of confirmations is higher, about 15–30, but the confirmation
takes on average 15 s (3–7.5 min in total).
SCP and other vote-based protocols choose Safety. Once the quorum of the network agrees on the
state, the ledger is closed and can not be reverted. Furthermore, the confirmation speed is much faster.
In Stellar, the ledger closes in about 3–5 s.
In contrast to Nakamoto Consensus, vote-based algorithms are asymptotic resistant. A unit
consisting of large computational resources does not gain any advantages in the network, especially
can not proceed 51% attack, which is possible in PoW protocols.
3. System Proposition
Our system’s goal is to provide the highest level of transparency while minimizing the trust
placed on the organizers. The system should prevent unauthorized users from participating in voting.
To identify a user, we need to use Identity Provider (IdP) to certify its identity. The authorization
decision is made based on an identifier provided by IdP. Therefore IdP must be a trusted entity.
Our framework allows all kinds of Identity Providers that can issue certificates using different methods.
Ideally, those services should support OAuth2/OpenID (mostly known from “Login with Google”),
but other services like email or SMS are also possible. In presidential elections, the Authorization
Server would be the National Digital Identity provider available in many modern countries. For the
dean of the University elections, we use university internal IdP. For small-organization votings, we can
use email as a provider of signed tokens (e.g., JWT) to the eligible user addresses.
Another server controlled by organizers is the Token Distribution Server. TDS is responsible for
authorizing the users, based on certificates issued by IdP. Authorization can include a variety of rules
a user needs to satisfy. It might be required for users to preregister as a voter or create a glob rule that
grants access only to users which email address is created with an organization domain. Therefore the
authorization can be delegated to the external units. A variety of different authorization methods can
be implemented by including extra properties (e.g., organization role, team membership, job seniority)
in the certificate issued by IdP.
Most importantly, authorized users are eligible to redeem the "ballot-paper" only once. The list
of users who already issued the ballot-paper is stored in a local database. The benefit of storing this
information in Blockchain is discussed in Section 4.3.
Blockchain becomes a neutral place, where both government and electoral can cooperate without
trusting each other. They have to follow transparent rules set by a blockchain. In our solution,
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blockchain becomes a virtual ballot-box. Each voter cast a vote by submitting the transaction to the
Stellar network. Blockchain innate characteristic fulfills the following requirements: Immutability,
Verifiability, Trustless, and Coercion resistance.
• Immutability is a core property of blockchain technology.
• Trustless result counting is made possible thanks to public Blockchain that allows everyone to
query any account data, especially all transactions sent to the ballot-box account.
• Verifiability is guaranteed by the fact that transaction is sent directly to the Stellar blockchain;
in response, we receive the transaction hash, which allows us to keep track of our transaction.
• Coercion resistance is achieved by blockchain transparency. Each vote-token transaction can
be easily tracked down. If the vote-token does not go directly to the ballot-box account, it is
invalidated––similarly how ballot-paper must not leave the polling station.
Client-app communicates with all other parts. With IdP, it exchanges the credentials for a
certificate proving its identity. The certificate is then exchanged with TDS for ballot-paper. The filled
ballot-paper is then submitted to Stellar Network.
There is no requirement for the client-app platform. Our framework uses a web platform due to
high portability.
3.1. Architecture of I-Voting on Stellar Platform
Ethereum provides high flexibility, mainly because of its fully-fledged smart contracts ecosystem,
especially its Turing-complete Ethereum Virtual Machine (EVM), which allows it to run any
domain-specific scripts. On the other hand, Stellar is a blockchain platform specializing just in
one of infinite many Ethereum applications––asset tokenization [36]. Those tokens can represent
almost everything, company shares, stocks, national currencies, commodities, personal tokens [37],
or even other tokens or cryptocurrencies. For us, the token represents vote-ballots. Issuing a token on
Ethereum requires preparing and publishing a smart contract, which can be relatively expensive and
error-prone [38]. Since tokens are first-class citizens of the Stellar network, they can be easily issued,
managed, and optimized. The most important advantage over Ethereum in large-scale elections is the
transaction fees, which in Stellar are nearly free. At the time of writing, USD 0.0000008 per operation.
In Stellar, we distinguish transaction and operation. Each transaction holds up to 100 operations.
All operations within a transaction are executed atomically, while Ethereum consumes (depending on
the smart contract) about USD 0.5 per transaction.
Additionally, Stellar allows specifying a source account that will pay a transaction fee––in our
case, voting organizers. We leverage this functionality to create user-friendly voting flow, abstracting
users from used blockchain technology.
In this section, we describe our approach to the implementation of the voting system on the
Stellar public network. Based on our framework, we demonstrate how it can be used to implement an
i-voting system for making e.g., presidential elections.
The proposed system consists of three parties shown in Figure 2: Government, Electoral,
and Blockchain. Both Government and Electoral distrust each other because they have an interest
in manipulating the process of election. Electoral demand from Government to be as transparent
as possible. The government performs the authentication and authorization process to prevent
unauthorized votes or double vote token issuance. Transparency and Verifiability are achieved by
storing votes in the Stellar blockchain. The blockchain’s openness allows the votes to be audited and
counted by anyone, either by querying public nodes or joining the network with its own node. Voter
Privacy is achieved by breaking the link between authentication and authorization using the blind
signature technique (discussed in Section 3.4). As a result, the voter who gets authorized can not be
linked with its identity used in the authentication process. Authorized voters receive from TDS the
vote token to their temporary wallet created on the client-side app. The vote token is then sent to the
ballot-box account, where the election results are counted. The transaction is submitted directly to
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the public blockchain nodes or nodes hosted by organizers (in the next section we describe, why the
fact that transaction goes through organizer nodes does not break the voter privacy). When any of the
blockchain nodes receives the transaction, it gets validated and is included in the next block (Stellar
uses the notion of ledger instead of block). Since the Stellar blockchain is public, everyone can query
the blockchain node and count the transactions that were sent to the ballot-box. The ballot option is
stored in the transaction’s extra field (in Stellar transaction, the extra field is called “memo”). This field
must be encrypted, preventing preliminary results, which are illegal in most countries. We will discuss
the encryption method in Section 3.3.
Figure 2. Architecture of our i-Voting system.
To ensure maximum confidentiality, Identity Provider (IdP), and Token Distribution Server (TDS)
should be separate entities. However, in our framework, we assume the pessimistic scenario, where
they both cooperate to manipulate election results. In such, we can not base the voter privacy on the
assumption that the IdP will not reveal the voter identity. Ideally, the system should consist only of
a client-app that allows users to interact with the Stellar network, getting rid of the centralized IdP
and TDS. The proposed solution requires a central authority for voter authentication, thus becoming
a single point of failure. This is a potential weak point of the proposed solution, where results can
be manipulated. However, possible options for preventing this vulnerability have been addressed
in Section 5.
We assume that the number of eligible voters is public information. Hence, becoming the value of
a maximum number of tokens that can be issued in elections. After token creation, the token’s Issuer
account has to lockout from creating new tokens, so everyone can be sure that no more tokens are ever
created. Assets (tokens) in Stellar blockchain are divisible to seven decimal points. This is an unwanted
feature since we do not want users to vote by a fraction of their votes. To prevent it, we distribute
one vote as the smallest indivisible amount possible in Stellar blockchain, which is 10−7 of particular
vote token.
3.2. Ballot Encoding
Vote options are expressed in a strictly encoded 32-byte memo field available in every Stellar
transaction. We do not want to limit our solution to just one answer per ballot, especially when it is
straightforward to achieve multiple options.
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We call Ai the answers for question qi, and |Ai| the number of all possible answers for question
qi. Then the first dlg|A1|e bits of whole 256bits memo field will be reserved for answer q1, next
dlg|A2|e bits will be reserved for answer for question q2, and so on. We give an example for easier
understanding. If the ballot contains three questions q1, q2, q3. For q1 we have 10 possible answers, for
q2 eight possible answers and for q3 three possible answers. Then the first dlg|10|e = 4 bits will be
reserved for encoding answer A1, next dlg|8|e = 3 bits will be reserved for A2 and next dlg|3|e = 2
bits accordingly for A3. Which gives us 4 + 3 + 2 = 9 bits reserved for encoding answers.
Representing vote is just a matter of bytes interpretation, meaning that we can choose any
other voting system. For example, we could use Majority Judgment [39], where each voter can give
a grade for each candidate. There are six different grades: Reject, Poor, Acceptable, Good, Very
Good, or Excellent. The winner is the candidate, whose median grade is the highest. Adding this
voting system is just a matter of introducing the third dimension of data that needs to be encoded.
The six grades can be encoded using dlg|6|e = 3 bits. The example described above could be encoded
using Majority Judgment by simply giving each candidate three bits for encoding value from 1 to 6
(Reject to Excellent). The q1 has |A1| candidates, to encode the grade for each of them we need 3 ∗ |A1|
bits for encoding q1. The total number of bits needed to encode this example using Majority Judgment
is (|A1|+ |A2|+ |A3|) ∗ 3 = (10 + 8 + 3) ∗ 3 = 63 bits.
Such encoded ballots have to be encrypted to prevent results calculation during an election.
3.3. Encryption
Vote encryption can be done using ElGamal public-key encryption. Each voter encrypts the memo
field using publicly known Encryption-Key, while the decryption is possible only with corresponding
private Decryption-Key published after the end of elections. Unfortunately, this scheme produces
ciphertext two times larger than the key size. The ciphertext is stored in the memo field, which is
bounded to 32 bytes that mean we are limited to use 16 bytes (128 bits) keys, that are far from secure.
Instead of doing asymmetric encryption, we can leverage the fact that the memo is encoded within
the Stellar transaction. Therefore we have always access to the sender (voter) public key. We can use
Elliptic Curve Diffie-Hellman (ECDH) to derive the symmetric encryption key––unique for each sender
(voter)––and use AES-256-CTR for symmetric encryption. In elliptic curve cryptography, the private
key is a random n-bit integer where n is the key size.
Let us call the private key k and his corresponding public key represented by the point on the
curve K, (where K = k ∗ G and G is known constant point on the curve). If we take two key-pairs:
voter (kv, Kv), and ballot-box (kb, Kb), then using ECDH we can derive both encryption and decryption
keys (E, D) using formulas:
E = kv ∗ Kb (1)
D = kb ∗ Kv. (2)
The keys are equal because
kv ∗ Kb = kv ∗ kb ∗ G = kb ∗ kv ∗ G = kb ∗ Kv. (3)
During the voting, each voter uses publicly available Kb in conjunction with its kv to encrypt its
memo field. After the end of the voting, organizers publish corresponding kb, which in combination
with Kv, is used to decrypt each vote memo field. This way, we achieve asymmetric encryption,
where each voter uses a different symmetric key.
With this schema, our system relies on a central authority––the organizers––that promise to reveal
the decryption key after the end of the election. To mitigate this issue, we can split the decryption-key
kb using Shamir’s Secret Sharing [40] among multiple trusted parties (e.g., candidates). The results can
be decrypted only when the majority of them reveal their parts altogether as Shamir’s Secret Sharing
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allows split the key into m parts, where just n ≤ m parts are sufficient to reconstruct the key. This way,
we decentralize the trust placed on the central authority. Although not perfect, because the majority
of the key-part holders can conspire and use it together to get the insight into the current state of the
results, or even not reveal them at all––blocking the voting results. Our system requires trust in the
majority of key-holders.
3.4. Privacy
Blockchain by design is a fully transparent and traceable system. There are some exceptions like
Monero [41] and Zerocash [42]. Each transfer can be easily traced down to its origin. Here comes
the problem, how to distribute the token to the user, guaranteeing that no one can track it back to its
identity. The easiest solution is to trust the organizers that they will not record the act of authorizing
the vote with our identity. This is the weakest form of guarantee because even if organizers are honest
entities, we can not be sure that unauthorized intruder does not get access to the system. We need
to be prepared for the worst scenario, where all information is recorded and accessible to everyone.
Such an assumption forces us to design a protocol where users “play costume party” to mislead the
organizers about their identity.
One technique allowing such action is called CoinJoin transaction [43]. In CoinJoin, multiple users
conspire together in token laundering. n users create one transaction, which consists of n inputs and
produce output to n new addresses; each new address is in possession of the user who participated
in the procedure. That way, the chance that the output of the CoinJoin transaction is the user’s input
equals 1n . If we proceed with this operation m times, we get
1
nm chance that the output is actually the
input token of the particular user.
Another technique called all-or-nothing-disclosure-of-secrets (ANDOS) [1,44,45] allows each voter
to privately pick one authorization code, which can then be attached to the transaction, making it valid.
ANDOS guarantees that neither the distributor can gain any knowledge of the code picked by a user,
nor the user gets any knowledge of other available codes. There are two problems. We cannot be sure
that the distributor does not offer us some subset of codes, such that nobody, except us, could pick
one of them. That way, he can connect us with the picked code. We could mitigate the problem by
forming groups of peers who participate together in picking the codes together. This algorithm can be
visualized as follows: the organizer holds a bag of secret codes printed on paper cards; all participants
put hands into the bag; simultaneously, all of them pick one card and pull off the cards. Nobody,
except the picker, knows the picked code. Here is another problem; two people picking the same card
cause conflict. It can be mitigated by generating a large number of authorization codes, much larger
than the number of participants, but still, there is a small chance that some of them will pick the same
code. To solve it, we can make the peers communicate together. The cooperative algorithm is relatively
complex but well-described in [1] (Chapter 23.9).
Coordination of both CoinJoin and ANDOS techniques can be troublesome on low-scale votings.
If we assume that users should form groups of 10 people when the total number of voters is 100,
there might be a problem finding such people in a reasonable time. Furthermore, privacy in such
peer groups must be protected. Although we have decided not to use those techniques in our system,
we consider them valuable alternatives.
Another technique of providing privacy is homomorphic encryption. It allows computation on
ciphertext in such a way that after decryption, the results match the results as if they were computed on
a plaintext. For example, the ElGamal cryptosystem allows us to perform multiplication on encrypted
numbers, and after decryption, the results are still valid.
Let us call E encryption function and mi the i-th message, then homomorphic property guarantee
E(m1) ∗ E(m2) = E(m1 ∗m2). For instance, if we take 3 candidates ci ∈ {c1, c2, c3}, we assign each of
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them prime number P = {3, 5, 7}, also, we have the pool of encrypted votes {E(m1), E(m2), E(m3)}
where mi ∈ P, we compute the product
E(N) = E(m1) ∗ E(m2) ∗ E(m3) (4)
E(N) = E(m1 ∗m2 ∗m3) (5)
after decryption we get the product N, we write the equation in following form
N = 3k1 ∗ 5k2 ∗ 7k3 (6)
then ki is the number of votes for i-th candidate. To calculate ki we need to perform prime factorization
on N. The problem with this approach is the computation complexity. Factorization is in the NP
complexity class, so the computation of the results are very slow. The system that decided to use
this method [13], claims that for 4 candidates and 10,000 votes, it takes 0.220 s to calculate results
if the number of votes gets increased 100 times, computing time gets increased 7700 times (1692 s),
which seems to be acceptable. However, we can notice the exponential increase of computing time
in a number of votes. Additionally, we find one more problem, if the decryption key is published,
then one could compute ci = N − Nmi for each mi revealing the candidate for each mi. Moreover, if the
assumption “eventually the authorization server will get compromised” holds, and the connection
between identity and transaction leak. Then we can connect everyone with their vote. To prevent this,
the encryption key can not be published. Therefore trustless result counting is not possible.
Another approach to achieve privacy is blind signatures [1]. This technique makes it possible to
sign encrypted (blinded) transaction and use the signature with the decrypted (unblinded) transaction.
In other words, Alice can prepare a vote transaction, encrypt it, send it to Bob, who then sign it and
send it back to Alice. As a result, Alice gets a valid signature without revealing her actual vote. When
Alice publishes such a transaction, Bob can not connect the previously signed transaction with Alice.
Here we present the Chaum blind signature [46] on the ed25519 scheme. Let us assume Alice to
be a voter, Bob to be an issuer, P to be Bob public key, H to be hash function, || to be concatenation
operator, M to be the message we want to sign blindly. This process consists of the following steps:
1. Bob generate random nonce number k in the range (1, q− 1), compute
r = Gk (mod p) (7)
and sends r to Alice.
2. Alice picks two random numbers a and b in the range (1, q− 1), use them to compute challenge
number e
R′ = r ∗ (Ga) ∗ (Pb) (mod p) (8)
e′ = H(R′||P||M) (9)
e = e′ + b (mod q) (10)
and sends e to Bob
3. Bob perform sign
s = e ∗ x + k (mod q) (11)
and sends s to Alice
4. Alice computes
s′ = s + a (mod q). (12)
The pair (R′, s′) is a valid signature on transaction M.
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Alice gets valid signature on transaction M, while Bob knows only blinded hash of the transaction
M. This process can be visualized as:
• Alice prepares a message.
• Place it into the envelope along with carbon paper.
• Bob signs the envelope.
• Alice takes a signed message from the envelope.
This technique seems perfect until we realize the consequences of the words “Bob signs message
M blindly”. If Bob knows nothing about the message M, Alice can send him any arbitrary transaction,
e.g., transfer all remaining vote tokens to her account, and he would sign it because––he is blind.
To prevent it, we can use cut-and-choose method to mitigate the chance of cheating to a minimum.
The Cut-and-Choose method works as follows: Alice creates n (e.g., 100) random votes batch
transactions. The batch consists of all possible vote options. For example, if there are six candidates,
and n equals 100, then we need to create 100 batches of 6 transactions each (600 transactions). Each
batch gets blinded with different blinding factor. Alice sends them to Bob. Who challenges Alice for
n− 1 unblinded batch of transaction. He uses them to validate their structure, especially if they do not
try to issue more than one vote token or perform any illegal operation. The one unrevealed transaction
can be used by Alice to cast a vote anonymously.
There is still one more problem. In Stellar, to guarantee consistency, each account has a sequence
number counter. Only transactions with sequence number 1 greater than the current account sequence
number are processed by validators. For example, if some account’s sequence number is 100, then the
network accepts transaction only if the sequence number is 101. Processing valid transaction increments
the account’s sequence number; therefore, the next transaction’s sequence number must be 102,
and so on. Stellar transactions are synchronous; even if we use the concept of channels [47], channels
are still synchronous. That means, if Alice and Bob proceed with blind signature on Stellar transaction,
where Bob’s account is the source, only Alice can submit the transaction to the network, no one else.
That way, Bob can connect the transaction submitted to the network by recording his account sequence
number at the time of the blind signature. We could eliminate the problem by making the user create
the Stellar channel account that would serve as a source account for the transaction. However, Stellar
requires each account to be funded with a minimal amount of 1XLM, an account can be funded by
the Bob, but then we are back to the original problem of sequence numbers. For Blockchains that
does not rely on sequence numbers, transactions can be prepared and submitted asynchronously;
therefore, the problem does not exist. Here in Stellar, we sign blindly not the transaction, but introduce
the intermediary step where the blind signature subject is the authorization token. Such token
can be redeemed for ballot transaction asynchronously and so, anonymously. Let us see how it
is implemented.
Alice prepares an authorization token M and creates a blind signature with Bob. After a random
period of time, Alice comes back to Bob, this time as an anonymous user. From now, Alice is called
Anonymous to indicate that for Bob, the person has no connection to Alice. Bob knows nothing
about Anonymous, except that it has a signed token, which authorizes it to redeem ballot-paper.
We understand ballot-paper as a transaction that funds account and send one vote-token to the account
specified by Anonymous. From now, Anonymous can send the vote token to the ballot-box account,
in any order, at any time. It is important to note that Bob uses a different key pair for a blind signature.
That way, he is protected from signing malicious transactions on the Stellar network.
We need to figure out one more thing, the value of M. It must be at the equilibrium point,
where the user is safe about its anonymity, yet, Bob is protected from double-token-issuance. It turns
out that just random bytes will do the work. It does not reveal any information about the user, and it
prevents from double-token-issuance because Bob will record each M so that they can be redeemed
only once. Users are incentivized to pick a unique random number because collisions would disqualify
them from redeeming ballot-paper.
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To achieve even more anonymity, the user must completely cover its track. For now, only an
IP address is common across all steps. To fix this issue, we can use Tor (The Onion Router) on the
client-app.
3.5. Final Voting Protocol and Elections
After evaluating all possibilities, we construct a highly abstracted final protocol that has been
presented in Figure 3.
1. User proofs its identity to Identity Provider using one of the possible methods,
e.g., email/password, one-time code, email confirmation, OAuth2/OpenID.
2. Identity Provider issue certificate that is later presented to the election commission (TDS) proving
user identity.
3. User writes a random number (authorization token) on paper and puts it into the envelope with
carbon paper.
4. User shows the certificate and the envelope with the authorization token (random number) to the
election commission (TDS). The certificate allows the election commission to identify the user.
5. The election commission (TDS) validates the certificate and checks if the user has not already
issued a ballot paper. Sign the envelope, and so the authorization token through the carbon paper.
6. User put off the authorization token from the envelope.
7. User waits a random amount of time outside the election local.
8. User put the mask on his face and goes back to the election local––this time as Anonymous.
The Anonymous shows the signed authorization token to the election commission (TDS) and
redeem it for ballot-paper.
9. Anonymous mark the candidate on the ballot paper.
10. Anonymous throws the ballot paper into the ballot box.
To build an election using our framework, one needs to complete steps:
• Create an issuer, distributor, ballot-box accounts.
• Create separate channel account for each voter.
• Issue specified number of voting tokens.
• Lockout the issuer account from issuing new tokens.
• Prepare a set of candidates consisting of candidate names and candidate codes.
• Generate key pair for blind signature.
• Generate key pair for encrypt/decrypt transaction memo fields during/after the election period.
• Optionally split the decryption key among trusted parties (e.g., candidates), so the decryption is
possible only if they reveal the secret parts altogether.
3.6. Securing Client App
Besides widely known best practices for securing web-based apps [48], we also use IPFS
(InterPlanetary File System) [49], a content-addressable network, to achieve end-to-end integrity
protection. The election organizers publish the following voting meta-data to an IPFS node:
• Total number of possible vote tokens (number of eligible voters);
• Issuer, distributor, and ballot-box public keys;
• Set of candidates;
• Encryption key, allowing to encrypt the ballot-box.
In response, the organizers receive a hash of the meta-data. Next, the hash is published to the
issuer blockchain account (as memo field in a no-op transaction), achieving a strong coupling between
the blockchain and the voting meta-data. Since we trust the blockchain, we can trust the metadata
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hash published on it, and so we can trust the content fetched from the IPFS node. The integrity is
guaranteed because we check the hash of the content received from IPFS and the hash present on a
blockchain; in fact, we query the IPFS network by that hash.
Although the integrity is guaranteed, we still rely on the source from which the Stellar account is
received. We believe that a TXT record in DNSSEC is a reasonable place to do it.
Figure 3. Sequence diagram of final protocol.
3.7. Weighted Votes
In a situation where the strength of the vote should represent the “skin in the game”, weighted
votes are a very beneficial feature. On Stellar, it can be easily represented by an amount of some tokens
on a corresponding Stellar account. There are three possible implementations of such features.
• The first one is the simplest. Instead of sending one vote token for each voter, we can send him
multiple vote tokens. That way, the counting method does not change. The downside is that we
lose the information about the number of voters in the elections since the number of vote tokens
does not equal the number of eligible voters.
• Second one is to send vote tokens along with additional vote weight tokens that could represent
the weight of such vote. The counting method would require an additional query of Stellar
account assets (tokens), but we do not lose track of the number of vote tokens.
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• Third one assumes that the voter already possesses the Stellar account with the tokens representing
the vote’s weight. That way, the voter can specify the account he wants to receive the vote token,
instead of generating a new temporal account.
It should be noted that all of those methods sacrifice privacy to some degree. If the weight
distribution is publicly known, then it is easy to connect each person with the corresponding account,
and so the vote option. In the third option, the user needs to reveal its Stellar account, which might also
be some privacy leakage. There is also a risk that, if the weight tokens can be bought on an exchange,
one could buy plenty of tokens just before the end of elections, gaining huge vote weight, and sell
them afterward. To prevent such a scenario, some devotion periods should be required, where the
user must hold the tokens on its account, e.g., for one month.
4. Results
4.1. Scalability
Scalability is currently one of the most significant problems in blockchain technology. At the time
of writing, Bitcoin public network can process 3–7 TPS (transactions per second), Ethereum about
7–15 TPS, Stellar up to 200TPS. In fact, the limit 200 is denoted in operations per second. In Stellar,
there is a distinction between transaction and operation. One transaction can hold up to 100 operations
that execute atomically [50]. In most protocols, each node stores all blockchain state and validate all
transactions individually. Although this provides high security, the whole blockchain network can not
process more transactions than a single node can. If we take presidential elections, where millions of
people are casting a vote (sending a transaction), it may quickly turn out that the number is insufficient.
At the time of writing, the Stellar public network process about 30 operations per second [51],
which is about 15% of total capacity. If we assume that the rest 85% is available for our application, then





= 28 votes per second
(one vote transaction consists of six operations). If we assume an optimistic scenario where users are
voting in uniform distribution during the 12 h. Then Stellar can process 26 ∗ 12 ∗ 3600 = 1.1 million
total votes. If we compare this number with current attempts highlighted in the introduction section
(102k and 82k votes cast), our system is doing very well. We believe that, over time, new scalability
solutions will show up. One that is actively developed in the blockchain industry is called Lightning
Network (LN).
Imagine going on to trip with friends, when you buy products that will be used by everyone,
or pay in restaurants, you usually do not split the payment across all participants in the time of
payment, but rather keep all the receipts until the end of the trip and, at the end sum the costs and
settle each other via wire transfers. That way, the number of wire transfers is minimalized. The longer
the trip, the more payments, the more wire transfers saved.
The lightning network works similarly. This kind of off-chain peer-to-peer payments can scale
almost infinitely, and many modern blockchains can support them. LN also increases anonymity because
only the closing ledger settlement is visible on the blockchain, not all the intermediary transactions.
Stellar plans to introduce a lightning network into its ecosystem [52]; currently, there is one
implementation [53], which unfortunately is not ready for production usage.
Because of the rapid development of lightning network standardization (BOLT) [54], we leave the
research of LN in our system for future work.
4.2. Transaction Fees
We evaluate the proposed system in the context of transaction fees. To do this, we can estimate how
much would cost the 2019 Polish parliamentary election, handled by the proposed system. We already
know that 18,470,710 people participated in such an election. Each operation on the Stellar network
costs 0.00001 XLM. Our vote transaction consists of 6 operations, so the transaction’s total cost equals
0.00006 XLM. We know that the closing price for one Lumen at the day of the election was 0.061 USD.
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We can easily calculate 18470710vote ∗ 0.00006 XLMvote ∗ 0.061
USD
XLM ≈ 67.62 USD. Other operational
transactions can be neglected due to the very low influence on the total sum.
It is hard to compare how the costs would look like using other Blockchains because, on smart
contract platforms, the price depends on a smart contract execution time. On Ethereum, if we assume,
the cost of the standard ERC-20 (ERC-20 is a standard interface for tokens created on Ethereum.
https://eips.ethereum.org/EIPS/eip-20) token transfer to 200,000 gas (gas is a unit in which Ethereum
smart contract execution is measured.), and the gas price at the day of the election to 15 gwei (gwei
is a denomination of Ether (ETH), 1ETH = 109 gwei https://etherscan.io/chart/gasprice) then
sending the ERC-20 token would cost 15 ∗ 200000 ∗ 10−9 = 0.0003ETH, the price of ETH at that time
was 180 USD. So the total cost of the elections would be approximately 18470710vote ∗ 0.0003 ETHvote ∗
180 USDETH = 997418.34 USD.
Those estimations are purely theoretical because, at the time of writing, neither Stellar nor
Ethereum can handle 18 million transactions in one day. Additionally, the transaction fee is dynamically
adjusted based on network congestion, which is unpredictable in public networks. Nevertheless, Stellar,
compared to Ethereum, is much cheaper.
Most of the solutions presented in Section 2.1 use private Blockchain networks where transactions
are free. However, by using private networks, there is another price we need to pay––trust to
organizers––which we cannot compare directly to money.
4.3. Fully Decentralized Blockchain Application
In the blockchain world, to ensure absolute trust, everything should be blockchain contained,
which is often challenging, impractical, or expensive. For example, one could encode all eligible voter
addresses in the smart contract, and then allow redeeming vote token only to addresses which are
present in there, very similar to the traditional election system where all eligible voters are listed on
paper. While this might work for a small list of addresses, it can become overkill for an election where
the cost of such a huge smart contract is taken into account. There are already platforms that allow
linking data from outside the blockchain by using services called Oracles. To ensure immutability
and integrity, such a list can be hosted on IPFS, where data is identified by its hash. Unfortunately,
Stellar does not have such a feature yet.
Right now, only part of the system is decentralized. Since this system relies on a centralized IdP,
it inherits its property too. Figure 4 present the centralization and decentralization parts of the system.
Figure 4. Centralized and decentralized parts of the system.
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5. Discussion and Future Works
Proposed system satisfies all outlined i-voting system requirements:
Immutability has been achieved by storing each vote on the Stellar blockchain. Using the
Stellar public network allows users to calculate election results by counting transactions on the
ballot-box blockchain account; therefore, no trust to central authority is required, which satisfies the
verifiability requirement.
Authorization is something we could not achieve in a decentralized manner due to the centralized
nature of Authentication mechanisms and lack of smart contract functionality in Stellar blockchain.
Although the authorization is centralized, the ability to manipulate results by organizers is limited due
to public blockchain transparency and a limited number of vote tokens that can be issued.
Scalability is limited by the number of operations per second the Stellar public network can
process and the network congestion. At the time of the 2019 Polish parliamentary election, 28 votes
per second were possible, and the total cost of such an election would cost 67.62USD. Although
the throughput is not sufficient to handle such large scale elections, it can successfully handle local
elections like the one that took place in Moscow [12] where 102k votes were cast.
Voter privacy has been achieved using the blind signature and introducing the intermediary step
between the authentication and authorization process, which breaks the link between a user’s identity
and his vote. Neither dishonest organizers nor adversaries gaining access to the system can obtain any
information about users’ decisions.
Coercion resistance is possible by another innate blockchain property––full transparency and
traceability. Since we know the whole trace of the vote transaction, we can simply invalidate those votes
that trace include more than the distribution account and the ephemeral user account. Exchanging
vote tokens is possible, but makes the votes invalid in the counting phase.
Fairness is achieved by encrypting votes during an election and publishing a decryption key
afterward, so calculating results is possible only after a voting phase. The decryption key can be split
among trusted parties, so no single entity can get insight into the preliminary results or prevent from
decrypting the results.
Although not required but highly desirable, decentralization is a property we could not achieve
entirely using Stellar blockchain. We find that not-trivial fully decentralized applications are possible
only on smart-contract platforms.
The significant aspect of the system presented in this paper is its practical application for making
elections. Users using our system are entirely abstracted from the blockchain technology used
underneath. Poor user experience is currently the primary factor preventing solutions based on
blockchain technology from adopting on a large scale. Blockchain-based voting solutions are not
different here. Moreover, one of the arguments against large scale internet elections is the digital
exclusion problem. Our proposal requires from users the same level of IT competence as other
e-government applications.
We assumed that the actual number of eligible voters is public information. Therefore if organizers
try to issue more vote tokens, this incident would be noticed. Nevertheless, some level of trust needs
to be placed on organizers. We can not be sure that they do not use the votes that were not redeemed
by the eligible users. There is some mitigation proposition where it would require voters to compute
some kind of proof-of-work that would require enormous computing power by one actor to create
many votes, but this still does not solve the problem completely.
We argue that this flaw is no different from traditional votings, where such fraud is also possible
and even easier to proceed. In traditional votings, we do not know the time of casting a vote,
so votes added during the counting process are indistinguishable from those added during the election.
Moreover, in traditional votings, it is possible to modify the ballot-papers (making them invalid),
which is impossible in the blockchain–thanks to immutability property.
With our system, we show that blockchain can be used not only for cryptocurrencies, but also
in assets tokenization and as a part of a trusted system where it acts as an immutable, verifiable,
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and transparent database. We argued that a democratic voting system must be based on open
blockchain, where everyone can participate and verify an election process. Stellar is just one of many
blockchain platforms that could be used for this purpose. What makes Stellar one of the best options
in this category is security model, speed, and transaction fees.
We provide general-purpose voting platform at https://stellot.com with its source code available
at https://github.com/stasbar/stellot. Starting with the general-purpose voting platform, we would
like to target all kinds of voting, including domain-specific elections, straw polls, and referendums.
Our system took part in the fourth edition of Stellar Community Fund [55] contest and won the
grant [56] for further product development. We believe that our goal is to digitize the academic and
government elections. Such elections require domain-specific applications, so we would like to create
a framework for these types of solutions. Especially the Identity Provider is something that will differ
in every institution. We plan to test such a system at our University first. When applied successfully,
we will expand the product to other domains.
6. Conclusions
We propose a cheap and secure system for i-voting that use open blockchain, where everyone can
participate and verify the election process. To keep the privacy, we propose a method based on blind
signatures that has been used to construct reliable voting protocol. The proposed approach based on
Stellar blockchain fulfills all requirements defined for i-voting systems. The implementation has been
made publicly available as open-source and software available within Stellar testnet and is ready to
deploy and perform general-purpose voting.
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system. In Proceedings of the 2018 IEEE 11th International Conference on Cloud Computing (CLOUD),
San Francisco, CA, USA, 2–7 July 2018; pp. 983–986.
4. Ayed, A.B. A conceptual secure blockchain-based electronic voting system. Int. J. Netw. Secur. Its Appl. 2017,
9, 1–9.
5. Vo-Cao-Thuy, L.; Cao-Minh, K.; Dang-Le-Bao, C.; Nguyen, T.A. Votereum: An Ethereum-Based E-Voting
System. In Proceedings of the 2019 IEEE-RIVF International Conference on Computing and Communication
Technologies (RIVF), Danang, Vietnam, 20–22 March 2019; pp. 1–6.
6. Qadah, G.Z. Requirements, design and implementation of an e-voting system. In Proceedings of the IADIS
International Conference on Applied Computing, Algarve, Portugal, 22–25 February 2005; pp. 405–409.
7. Zhang, Q.; Xu, B.; Jing, H.; Zheng, Z. Ques-Chain: An Ethereum Based E-Voting System. arXiv 2019,
arXiv:1905.05041.
8. Adida, B. Helios: Web-based Open-Audit Voting. Usenix Secur. Symp. 2008, 17, 335–348.
Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 7606 21 of 22
9. Mazieres, D. The stellar consensus protocol: A federated model for internet-level consensus. Stellar Dev. Found.
2015, 32. Available online: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.696.93&amp=&rep=
rep1&amp=&type=pdf (accessed on 15 July 2020).
10. Nakamoto, S. Bitcoin Whitepaper. 2008. Available online: https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin (accessed on
15 July 2020).
11. Buterin, V. Ethereum white paper. Github Repos. 2013, 1, 22–23.
12. Gaudry, P.; Golovnev, A. Breaking the encryption scheme of the Moscow Internet voting system. arXiv 2019,
arXiv:cs.CR/1908.05127.
13. Polys Online Voting System—Whitepaper. Available online: https://polys.me/assets/docs/Polys_
whitepaper.pdf. (accessed on 15 July 2020).
14. Moore, L.; Sawhney, N. Under the hood: The West Virginia Mobile Voting Pilot (2019). 2019.
Available online: https://sos.wv.gov/FormSearch/Elections/Informational/West-Virginia-Mobile-Voting-
White-Paper-NASS-Submission.pdf (accessed on 12 October 2020)
15. Specter, M.A.; Koppel, J.; Weitnzer, D. The Ballot Is Busted Before the Blockchain: A Security Analysis of
Voatz, the First Internet Voting Application Used in US Federal Elections. 2020. Available online: https:
//internetpolicy.mit.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/SecurityAnalysisOfVoatz_Public.pdf (accessed on
15 July 2020).
16. TIVI Online Voting System. Available online: https://tivi.io (accessed on 28 July 2020).
17. Krips, K.; Kubjas, I.; Willemson, J. An Internet Voting Protocol with Distributed Verification Receipt
Generation. In Proceedings of the E-Vote-ID 2018, Bregenz, Austria, 2–5 October 2018; p. 128.
18. Tarasov, P.; Tewari, H. The Future of E-VOTING. IADIS Int. J. Comput. Sci. Inf. Syst. 2017, 12, 148–165.
19. Khan, K.M.; Arshad, J.; Khan, M.M. Secure digital voting system based on blockchain technology. Int. J.
Electron. Gov. Res. (IJEGR) 2018, 14, 53–62. [CrossRef]
20. Hsiao, J.H.; Tso, R.; Chen, C.M.; Wu, M.E. Decentralized E-voting systems based on the blockchain technology.
In Advances in Computer Science and Ubiquitous Computing; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2017;
pp. 305–309.
21. Jefferson, D. The Myth of “Secure” Blockchain Voting. Verified Voting. Available online: https:
//verifiedvoting.org/the-myth-of-secure-blockchain-voting/ (accessed on 12 October 2020)
22. Lamport, L.; Shostak, R.; Pease, M. The Byzantine generals problem. In Concurrency: The Works of Leslie
Lamport; ACM: New York, NY, USA, 2019; pp. 203–226.
23. Lamport, L. The part-time parliament. In Concurrency: The Works of Leslie Lamport; ACM: New York, NY,
USA, 2019; pp. 277–317.
24. Lamport, L. Paxos made simple. ACM Sigact News 2001, 32, 18–25.
25. Ongaro, D.; Ousterhout, J. In search of an understandable consensus algorithm. In Proceedings of the
2014 USENIX Annual Technical Conference (USENIX ATC 14), Philadelphia, PA, USA, 19–20 June 2014;
pp. 305–319.
26. Castro, M.; Liskov, B. Practical Byzantine fault tolerance. OSDI 1999, 99, 173–186.
27. King, S.; Nadal, S. Ppcoin: Peer-to-peer crypto-currency with proof-of-stake. Self-Publ. Pap. August 2012,
19, 1.
28. whitepaperSLM.pdf. Available online: https://slimcoin.info/whitepaperSLM.pdf (accessed on 28 August 2020).
29. NEM_techRef.pdf. Available online: https://nemplatform.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/NEM_
techRef.pdf (accessed on 28 August 2020).
30. Kim, M.; Kwon, Y.; Kim, Y. Is Stellar as secure as you think? In Proceedings of the 2019 IEEE European
Symposium on Security and Privacy Workshops (EuroS&PW), Stockholm, Sweden, 17–19 June 2019;
pp. 377–385.
31. Safety vs. Liveness in the Stellar Network. Available online: https://www.scs.stanford.edu/~dm/blog/
safety-vs-liveness.html (accessed on 7 July 2020).
32. Why Quorums Matter and How Stellar Approaches Them—Developers Blog. Available online: https:
//www.stellar.org/developers-blog/why-quorums-matter-and-how-stellar-approaches-them (accessed on
12 October 2020).
33. Lachowski, L. Complexity of the quorum intersection property of the Federated Byzantine Agreement
System. arXiv 2019 arXiv:1902.06493.
Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 7606 22 of 22
34. Fischer, M.J.; Lynch, N.A.; Paterson, M.S. Impossibility of distributed consensus with one faulty process.
J. ACM 1985, 32, 374–382.
35. Sayeed, S.; Marco-Gisbert, H. Assessing blockchain consensus and security mechanisms against the
51% attack. Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 1788. [CrossRef]
36. Li, X.; Wu, X.; Pei, X.; Yao, Z. Tokenization: Open Asset Protocol on Blockchain. In Proceedings of the 2019
IEEE 2nd International Conference on Information and Computer Technologies (ICICT), Kahului, HI, USA,
14–17 March 2019; pp. 204–209.
37. Personal Tokens. Available online: https://www.personaltokens.io/ (accessed on 18 June 2020).
38. Analysis of the DAO Exploit. Available online: https://hackingdistributed.com/2016/06/18/analysis-of-
the-dao-exploit/ (accessed on 3 June 2020).
39. Balinski, M.; Laraki, R. Majority Judgment: Measuring, Ranking, and Electing; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA,
USA, 2011.
40. Shamir, A. How to share a secret. Commun. ACM 1979, 22, 612–613. [CrossRef]
41. Van Saberhagen, N. CryptoNote v 2.0. 2013. Available online: https://decred.org/research/saberhagen2013.
pdf. (accessed on 12 October 2020)
42. Sasson, E.B.; Chiesa, A.; Garman, C.; Green, M.; Miers, I.; Tromer, E.; Virza, M. Zerocash: Decentralized
anonymous payments from bitcoin. In Proceedings of the 2014 IEEE Symposium on Security and Privacy,
San Jose, CA, USA, 18–21 May 2014; pp. 459–474.
43. CoinJoin: Bitcoin Privacy for the Real World. Available online: https://bitcointalk.org/?topic=279249
(accessed on 11 July 2020).
44. Brassard, G.; Crépeau, C.; Robert, J.M. All-or-nothing disclosure of secrets. In Conference on the Theory and
Application of Cryptographic Techniques; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1986; pp. 234–238.
45. Salomaa, A.; Santean, L. Secret selling of secrets with several buyers. Bull. EATCS 1990, 42, 178–186.
46. Chaum, D. Blind Signatures for Untraceable Payments. In Advances in Cryptology; Chaum, D., Rivest, R.L.,
Sherman, A.T., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1983; pp. 199–203.
47. Channels—Stellar Documentation. Available online: https://developers.stellar.org/docs/glossary/
payment-channels/ (accessed on 13 July 2020).
48. Securing Web-Based Projects—Stellar Documentation. Available online: https://developers.stellar.org/
docs/tutorials/securing-projects/ (accessed on 8 August 2020).
49. Benet, J. Ipfs-content addressed, versioned, p2p file system. arXiv 2014, arXiv:1407.3561.
50. Protocol 11 Improvements-SDF Blog. Available online: https://www.stellar.org/blog/protocol-11-
improvements-stellar (accessed on 31 July 2020).
51. Stellar Network Dashboard. Available online: https://dashboard.stellar.org/ (accessed on 31 July 2020).
52. Lightning on Stellar: Technical Spec and Roadmap-Developers Blog. Available online: https://www.stellar.
org/developers-blog/lightning-on-stellar-roadmap (accessed on 31 July 2020).
53. Interstellar/Starlight: Payment Channels on Stellar. Available online: https://github.com/interstellar/
starlight (accessed on 12 October 2020).
54. Poon, J.; Dryja, T. The Bitcoin Lightning Network: Scalable Off-Chain Instant Payments. Version 0.5.9.2.
14 January 2016. Available online: https://nakamotoinstitute.org/research/lightning-network/.
(accessed on 12 October 2020)
55. Stellar Community Fund. Available online: https://www.stellar.org/community-fund (accessed on
10 July 2020).
56. Stellar Community Fund: Round 4 Results|by Tyler van der Hoeven|Stellar Community|Medium.
Available online: https://medium.com/stellar-community/stellar-community-fund-round-4-results-
b3ed5f6acbe1 (accessed on 30 August 2020).
c© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
